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Interview Summary 


Application No. 

09/674,304 


Applicant(s) 

YAMAGATA ET AL. 


Examiner 

Brian R. Gordon 


Art Unit 

1743 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 
(1) Brian R. Gordon , (3) 



(2) Leana Levin . (4) 



Date of Interview: 19 October 2004. 



Type: a) 



Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

Personal [copy given to: 1 )□ applicant 2)Q applicant's representative] 



Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)D No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 



Claim(s) discussed: 1_. 



Identification of prior art discussed: Jones et al. and Anscherlik . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)[X] was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See 
Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

a ^n,!/ ^'r' E * a . mln ' n 9 Pr «~d"re (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

■ • ♦ . Paragraph (b) 

»=:=»«=^^^^^ 

Aiik..oi™ P , r» * * -r _. ^ 37 CFR §1.2 Business to be transacted in writing. 



The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record k iKPif 
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of interviews teelf 

• . • h Examiners ^ complete an Interview Summary Form for each interview held where a matter of substance has been n, , rin „ »,« 

interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the blanks. Discussions regarding only procedural ™^ dKta^Tv^S^n 
requ.rements for which interview recordation is otherwise provided for in Section 812 01 of the Man^t^^»F^^^7 restnct ' on 
out typographical errors or unreadabie script in Office actions or the like. are ^excluded rom S Xrethe 
substanceof an intervew ,s completely recorded in an Examiners Amendment, no separate Interview Summa™cordfe required 

circumstances dictate, the Form should be mailed promptly after the interview rather than with the next official c2mmun!c^io^ 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel etc ) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

~ ^?j"h iC8ti ? n f Whether f a9re 5 ment was reacned an d if so, a description of the general nature of the agreement (may be bv 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office action) 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items- 
1 A brief descnption of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted applicable items. 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed 

4> ° f 3 SUbStanhve nature *~ are already described on the 

5) a briefidentification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner 

(The identification of arguments need not be lengthy or elaborate. A verbatim or highly detailed description of the ammnpnta ™t 

exSr ^LT^r? *Z ar9UmentS iS SUffident if the 9 eneral " ature ° r thmst oAhe princTpa a £um J£ made to the 
examiner can be understood m the context of the application file. Of course, the applicant may desire to emphasize and fu lv 
m a n» th .° Se a ;9 uments wnich he ° r she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner ) em f*™>ze and fully 

6) a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed and 

7) IfeSnei. *" 9M ™ * ° f the interview ' unless *™<* described in the Interview Summary Form completed by 

accurate. ~TwK^ << - -rd is not complete and 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

slalom JlStedToSS b '!ft.' > »!^ ,50 " S °! T™^ ' te **"*" <»**> sena 8 »•«"» «■* •» «m*f vmion of h. 
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) Application No. 09/674,304 

Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The examiner informed applicant that he is a junior examiner and 
cannot determine patentability without conferring with his SPE. The examiner further stated that the case was 
transferred to him and while an amendment had already been filed he would listen to applicant's comments With 
respect to the prior art of Anscherlik applicant stated the tube 2 is not the same as the discharging tube of the instant 
invention for the tube 2 is "an introducing tube". The examiner disagreed, the examiner stated applicant has elected to 
call the tube a discharging tube. The examiner stated the tube could be be referred to as a liquid transfer (movement 
flow, etc.) tube. However, the examiner state tube 2 is used to discharge liquid from vessel 1 and introduce the liquid' 
into vessel 8. As such, the tube maybe classified as a discharging tube as well. Applicant further stated that the tube 2 
of Anscherlik and the tube of Jones does not have an inlet positioned at almost the same level positioned desired (as 
claimed). The examiner attempted to explain to applicant that the term "almost" is relative to one's perspective What 
one person may consider as "almost" or "close" the next person may not. The claim does not provide any numerical 
values for one to determine or associate a specific distance or position of the tube (in relationship to any of the other 
elements claimed). The examiner also explained that "the desired liquid level" is not a structural limitation It can be 
any level that any person desires. Applicant explained that the device of Anscherlik does not work or function the 
same as the instant invention. However, the examiner explained to applicant that the prior art is not required to be 
used exactly as that as intended by applicant. As to Jones et al., applicant stated the prior art is different in being used 
in a different field specifically for transferring or holding mud. The examiner explained the while applicant invention is 
intended to be used with liquid and the prior art is associated with mud there is no indication that the device of Jones is 
not capable of being used with liquid. Applicant further argued that the instant invention would not function if used with 
mud. The examiner explained that the instant invention is not required to function as that of the prior art when 
determmg patentability. The prior art is only required to be structurally equivalent to that being claimed Applicant 
further stated that the claimed invention is "a liquid treating equipment" while the prior art is not for treating liquid The 
examiner informed applicant that while applicant has elected to call or refer to the device as "liquid treating equipment" 
the name does not add any structure limitations to the device. There are no structural limitations following the 
preamble that are further associated with any type of liquid treatment. The examiner stated the preamble may or mav 
not be structurally limiting. In the instant case, the preamble does not provide for any structural limitations If the 
device had been named anything else it would still include the same limitations following the preamble resulting in the 
same structural arrangement. Furthermore intended use clauses are not considered to add structural limitations to the 
claim. The examiner informed applicant that after a cursory review of the filed amendment it appears as if applicant 
chose not to amend the claims to overcome the previous art rejections (eventhough allowable subject matter was 
indicated) made by the previous examiner and in reviewing the previous rejections, the examiner at this point considers 
the rejections proper and would more than likely be maintained in the next office action 
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